total number of responses in a quartile during one session by the total number of responses during that session. The quotient then was multiplied by 100. The proportions for each quartile at each reinforcement magnitude were transformed to arcsines, and an analysis of variance was performed on the results. Since the proportions were calculated for single sessions, and since there was only one reinforcement magnitude in a single session, the sum of both the 3-pellet proportions and the I-pellet proportions had to equal 1.0. Consequently, reinforcement magnitude had no significant effect. The proportion of responses in successive quartiles did increase significantly (F = 51.06, df = 3/12, P < .01) but the Magnitude by Quartile interaction was not significant. In other words, the percent of total responses in successive quartiles was not affected by reinforcement magnitude. The data of all the Ss showed the same effect.
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The last column of Table 1 was obtained by dividing the 3-pellet response rate by the I-pellet response rate at each quarter of the interval. During the last three quarters of the interval, the number of 3-pellet responses could be approximated by multiplying the number of I-pellet responses by a factor ranging from 1.2 to 1.4. The size of the multiplier varied for individual Ss, but the phenomenon was basically the same for all Ss. DISCUSSION Response distribution, as measured by percentages, was not affected by reinforcement quantity either when individual Ss experienced only one quantity of reinforcement (Meltzer & Brahlek, 1968) or when they experienced two quantities of reinforcement. Apparently the results reported by Stebbins et al (1959) , in which response distribution changed as a function of sucrose concentration, were caused by some factor other than exposure of individual Ss to different reinforcers. Either their use of sucrose as a reinforcer or the use of different reinforcers in successive blocks of sessions could have accounted for their results.
The performance generated by FI schedules has not been explained consistently, but one of the theoretical positions that has gained wide acceptance was proposed by Dews (1962) . He said that the FI performance could be explained as a delayed reinforcement gradient. There were few responses early in the interval because reinforcement was delivered only after a long delay. Response rate increased as the interval progressed because the delay of reinforcement decreased. Since response-rate differences between the two Psychon. Sci., 1970, Vol. 20 (1) quantity conditions in this study increased as the interval progressed, it might be inferred that quantity and delay interacted. But response distribution was not affected by reinforcement quantity, and the interaction therefore must be interpreted with care. Acceleration of response rate during the interval was a function of reinforcement quantity; but acceleration of response rate relative to the terminal rate of a S was not related to reinforcement quantity. Meltzer & Brahlek (1968) claimed that the response distribution during the interval might be a better index of the delay gradient than response rate. In that case, it could be concluded that the delay gradient was unaffected by quantity of reinforcement. If the gradient is then assumed to reflect some minimum response probability, the divergence in response rate as the interval progressed could be explained by hypothesizing that reinforcement quantity served only to multiply this minImum response probability by some constant factor. The relatively constant ratio of 3-pellet rate to I-pellet rate during the last three quartiles of the interval provides further support for such a hypothesis. Two groups of male albino rats were given one trial a day in a Lashley maze under high deprivation conditions and received either 1 or 22 pellets (phase I). This particular maze was used as a control for slowing the Ss' running speed. Following stable performance in Phase I, each group was subdivided into a high and low drive condition, and each S received 22 pellets (Phase 2). In Phase 3, all Ss were extinguished under the same drive conditions prevailing in Phase 2. It was found that the large-reward Ss ran significantly faster than the small-reward Ss in Phase 1. Regardless of drive conditions, the Ss that had received small reward in Phase 1 ran significantly faster in both Phases 2 and 3 than those that had received large reward. The results were interpreted in terms of absolute and relative views of reinforcement.
Ss shifted from large to small reward in a runway situation perform at a significantly *Supported by a faculty research grant awarded to the senior author.
lower level than Ss receiving small reward all the time. This phenomenon, viz, the negative contrast effect, is more reliably found in the runway than is its observe, the Those who hold an absolute view of reinforcement predict a negative contrast effect but not a positive contrast effect, while both effects are predicted by theorists who hold a relative view of reinforcement (Dunham, 1968) . To explain the rather consistent failure to obtain positive contrast in the runway, the relativists have proposed that Ss shifted from small to large reward cannot surpass the level of control Ss receiving large reward all the time, because of a ceiling effect inherent in the running response (Bower, 1961) . In other words, Ss shifted upward cannot exceed their physiological limit. Thus, positive contrast should be obtained if adequate measures are taken to control for ceiling effects. In general, positive contrast should be obtained under conditions that assure submaximum levels of performance, thus allowing for possible contrast effects to emerge. Using delay as a control for ceiling effects, Shanab et al (1969) found that following a history of small or medium reward, Ss shifted to large reward along with a 3D-sec delay ran significantly faster than Ss receiving large reward all the time.
As a further test of the ceiling-effects hypothesis, two additional variables, other than delay, were manipulated in the present study. A slightly modified Lashley Type III maze with several choice points was used, which prevented the S from running at maximum speed (Lashley, 1963) . Furthermore, the upward shift in magnitude of reward was introduced under both hIgh and low drive conditions. Because of the particular maze used, positive contrast should be obtained under both high and low drive conditions. Certainly, the effect should be easier to obtain under low drive conditions since low drive is known to produce slow running speed. SUBJECTS Twenty naive male albino rats of the Sprague-Dawley strain were used. One S died during Phase 1 of the experiment. APPARATUS A slightly modified Lashley Type III maze was used (see Fig. 1 that was started when the S interrupted the beam of a photocell placed 9 in. from the startbox and stopped when the S interrupted the beam of a second photocell located 9 in. inside the goal box. PROCEDURE No trials were started until deprivation had reduced all Ss to 80% of their free-feeding weights, and no pre training trials were given to any S. Each S received only one trial a day throughout the experiment. The food ration was given 15 min after each S had completed its daily run. This ration was adjusted in Phase I to equate the drive levels of the two main groups.
The experiment consisted of three phases. ]n Phase 1, which lasted 27 days, the Ss were randomly assigned to two groups of lOSs each, and received either 1 or 22 pellets. Both groups were maintained at a high deprivation level (80% of body weight). Phase 2 began on Day 28, after both groups had reached apparent asymptote. The Ss were first matched on the basis of their mean running speed over the last five trials of Phase 1, then each group was subdivided into either a high or a low drive group, with each S receiving 22 pellets per trial. This resulted in four groups: HI, H22, Ll, and L22. The letters stand for the deprivation conditions, either high or low, prevailing in Phase 2, while the numbers stand for the reward magnitude received in Phase 1. For the high drive groups, the Ss were fed once every 24 h but were still maintained at 80% of their free-feeding weights. Ss in the low drive groups were run under 6 h of food deprivation, which meant that they had access to food for 18 h following their daily run.
Phase 3, which began on Day 54, consisted of 14 nonrewarded trials. Each S was run under the same deprivation conditions it received in Phase 2.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION All analyses were based on a reciprocal time measure. As can be seen in Fig. 2 , the large-reward group ran significantly faster in Phase 1 than the small-reward group (t=3.36, df= 17, p<.OI).1 A two-way analysis of variance was performed on the mean reciprocal times of the four groups over all shift trials excluding the first two. The groups differed significantly in terms of drive (F=45.58, df= 1/15, p<.OOI), as well as previous reward magnitude (F = 5.01, df = 1/15, P < .05). The latter results indicate that a positive contrast effect occurred regardless of drive level. No interaction between drive and previous reward magnitude was obtained (F = 1.86, df = 1/15, P > .05). Similar results were obtained when all extinction trials were subjected to the analysis of variance test. The drive variable continued to be significant (F = 54.36, df = 1/15, P < .001), as well as the previous magnitude variable (F = 7.73, df= 1/15, p < .05). The interaction between these two variables was again not significant (F = 4.07, df= 1/15, P > .05). Together with other recent findings of positive contrast (Shanab et ai, 1969; Marx, 1969) , the present results show that positive contrast based on a speed or latency measure can be obtained when the upward shift is made under conditions that depress performance below some maximum level.
